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OPINION 1204 

ACRYD1UM UN DU LATUM J. SOWERBY, 1806 
(INSECTA, ORTHOPTERA): 

PLACED ON THE OFFICIAL LIST 

RULING.— The specific name undulatum J. Sowerby, 1806, 
as published in the binomen Acrydium undulatum , and as 
interpreted by the neotype designated by Kevan, 1961, is hereby 
placed on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology with the 
Name Number 2792. 

HISTORY OF THE CASE Z.N.(S.) 1472 

An application for the placing of the name Acrydium 
undulatum J. Sowerby, 1806, on the Official List of Specific Names 
in Zoology was first received from Dr D.K.McE. Kevan (then at 
University of Nottingham , England) on 16 June 1952. It was 
eventually published on 17 November 1961 in Bull . zool. Nom. vol. 
18, pp. 380-382. No use of the plenary powers was involved. 

The application was opposed by Professor Ernst Mayr, who 
wrote: ‘In spite of Dr Kevan’s discussion, it seems to me that 
Sowerby’s original description does not unequivocally refer to the 
species now called vittatum. Clearly, it better applies to that species, 
but not unambiguously. Under the circumstances I wonder whether 
it is legitimate to make a neotype designation which results in the 
displacement of a name which has been applied rather universally to 
this species for the last 25 years’. Dr Kevan, however, said that 
undulatum had come into use since he had reintroduced it in 1953. 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

On 6 November 1962 the members of the Commission were 
invited to vote under the Three-Month Rule on Voting Paper (1962) 
46 for or against the proposal published in Bull. zool. Nom., vol. 18, 
p. 382. At the close of the voting period on 6 February 1963, the 
state of the voting was as follows: 

Affirmative Votes — nineteen (19) received in the following 
order: China, Holthuis, Hering, Vokes, Stoll, Riley, Bradley, do 
Amaral, Uchida, Jaczewski, Boschma, Munroe, Alvarado, 
Tortonese, Kiihnelt, Bonnet, Mertens, Miller, Evans 

Negative Votes — six (6): Mayr, Brinck, Lemche, Key, 
Obruchev, Binder. 

A late affirmative vote was received from Borchsenius. 

The following comments were sent in by members of the 
Commission with their voting papers: 
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Holthuis : ‘Personally, I should have preferred as neotype a 
more complete specimen with better data.’ 

Mayr. ‘It seems to me that this application is in violation of the 
informal agreement reached at the Copenhagen Congress that a 
neotype designation should not be used in order to deprive a 
previously established name of its validity. The species for which the 
name vittatum finally came into universal usage during the 1930’s 
and 1940’s had had many unfortunate name changes prior to that. 
To change this name again in 1953 cannot but help add to confusion. 
There is no doubt that the name vittatum has been used for this 
species far more often than the name undulatum. It would seem to 
serve stability better to place undulatum on the Index of Rejected 
Names as “unidentifiable” than to select a neotype for it and place it 
on the Official List.’ 

Brinck : ‘I am very much in doubt whether this is the right way 
to settle the problem. Comments from orthopterists are urgently 
requested (e.g. from Dr K. Ander, who is a well known specialist on 
North European Tetrix). Please arrange this. To me it seems that a 
vote for the proposal upsets the principle of stability because (1) 
Sowerby’s name was de facto a nomen oblitum until reintroduced by 
Kevan in 1953 for vittatum (Zetterstedt); (2) Sowerby’s description 
does not unequivocally refer to vittatum , and (3) vittatum seems to 
be in common use. It seems to me a dangerous way of settling the 
identity of a somewhat doubtful species by designating a neotype in 
order to get rid of a well established and generally accepted name.’ 

Lemche: ‘The proposed action is entirely against usual 
procedures, first because it runs counter to any attempt at producing 
stability (introduction of an almost forgotten name) and secondly 
because the neotype is without any data and is even incomplete. Dr 
Kevan has no support from colleagues. Also, there is no case for 
neotype selection as there is no need of types for separating species.’ 

Key: ‘I consider it most undesirable that a neotype should be a 
specimen without capture data and lacking antennae (which bear 
relevant characters). Such a specimen, moreover, cannot fulfil the 
conditions in Article 75c(5), for the locality of collection is 
unknown. There is no advantage in choosing a specimen collected in 
1806. I would vote for the application if a more suitable neotype 
were designated.’ 

ACTION TAKEN FOLLOWING 
PROFESSOR BRINCK’S COMMENT 

As a result of the comment by Professor Brinck quoted above, 
advice was sought from Professor K. Gunther ( Free University of 
Berlin ) and Dr K. Ander ( Linkoping , Sweden). Professor Gunther 
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enthusiastically supported the proposals. Dr Ander’s critical 
comment was published, with Dr Kevan’s reply, in Bull. zool. 
Nom., vol. 32, pp. 73-78. Dr Kevan cited four works published 
between 1953 and 1961 and five published since 1961 (by eight 
different authors) in which undulatum had been used for the species 
in question. 

In September 1981 I asked Mrs Judith Marshall ( British 
Museum (Natural History), London) whether undulatum had by 
now become entrenched as the valid name for the species. She 
replied: k Tetrix undulata (J. Sowerby) has become widely accepted 
as the senior synonym for this species. In addition to the works cited 
by Kevan an important monograph has been published in which 
undulata is used: Harz, K.,, 1975, Die Orthopteren Europas II, 
Series entomol. , vol. 11 (viii +) 939 pp. T. undulata is also the name 
in use by the Biological Records Centre in their atlas, and the 
Common Ground-hopper is widely distributed in Britain and most 
of Europe’. 

The evidence of usage brought forward by Dr Kevan and by 
Mrs Marshall led to the conclusion that there was no need to delay 
the conclusion of this case any longer. 

ORIGINAL REFERENCES 

The following is the original reference for the name placed on 
an Official List by the ruling given in the present Opinion: 
undulatum , Acrydium , J. Sowerby, Brit. Miscell. , no 12, p. 78 

The following is the original reference to a neotype 
designation accepted in the present Opinion: for Acrydium 
undulatum J. Sowerby, 1806, by Kevan, 1961, Bull. zool. Nom. vol. 
18, p. 381. 


CERTIFICATE 

I certify that the votes cast in V.P.(62)46 were cast as set out 
above, that the proposal contained in that voting paper has been 
duly adopted, and that the decision so taken, being the decision of 
the International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature, is truly 
recorded in the present Opinion No. 1204. 

R.V. MELVILLE 
Secretary 

International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature 

London 
12 October 1971 


